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MUR 4250 

RESPONSE BY FREDERICK W. VOLpUiNSEK, SR. 
TO SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS 

AND ORDER TO SUEMIT WRITTEN ANSWER 

Frederick W. Volcansek, Sr. submits these responses 

and objections to the Subpoena to Produce Documents and Order 

to Submit Written Answers received on or about August 6, 1997. 

GENERAL OBJECTIONS 

1. Because the National Policy Forum was not a 

political committee as defined in the Federal Election 

Campaign Act, it is not within the jurisdiction of the Federal 

Election Commission. In particular, the loan received by NPF 

from Signet Bank, secured by a guarantee from Young Brothers 

Development (USA), Inc. was not a "contributiono1 or 

"expenditurell as defined in the Federal Election Campaign Act. 

2. Mr. Volcansek understands that loans from the 

Republican National Committee to the National Policy Forum, 

and repayment of those loans by the National Policy Forum to 

the Republican National Committee, were properly reported to 

the Federal Election Commission. For this and other reasons, 

it is inaccurate to suggest that any relevant transaction was 

"first referenced" in a May 5, 1997, Time magazine article. 

3 .  As a non-party witness, Mr. Volcansek objects 

to the breadth and burdensomeness of the subpoena. The 
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information and documents sought are available from the 

Republican National Committee or the National Policy Forum. 

4. To the extent the subpoena seeks information or 

documents prior to the creation of the National Policy Forum 

in June 1993, Mr. Volcansek objects to the requests as 

irrelevant and unduly burdensome. 

5. To the extent the ssbpoena seeks documents 

subject to the attorney-client privilege, Mr. Volcansek 

objects to the request. 

6. To the extent the subpoena seeks documents 

subject to work product protection, Mr. Volcansek objects to 

the request. 

7. To the extent the subpoena seeks documents and 

information subject to any other privilege or immunity, 

Mr. Volcansek objects to the request. 

RESPONSES 

Subject to and without waiving the general 

objections set forth above, Mr. Volcansek responds as follows: 

1. (a) State your present occupation, the dates 
that you have held this occupation, your business address and 
your business telephone number. 

(b) List all positions, compensated and 
volunteered, held by you with the RNC, the NRSC, the NRCC and 
the NPF. For each listed position, state the period during 
which the position was held, the title given the position, and 
the duties attendant the position. 

RESPONSE : 
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Mr. Volcansek incorporates by reference the general 

objections set forth above. Subject to and without waiving 

those objections, Mr. Volcansek responds as follows: 

The information sought is set forth in 

Mr. Volcansek's written testimony to the Senate Committee on 

Governmental Affairs, a copy of which is attached to this 

Response as Exhibit A .  

2. Concerning the October 1994 loan from Signet 
Bank to the NPF first referenced in the accompanying May 5, 
1997 Time magazine news article: 

a. Describe and produce all documents 
concerning, relating to, or referencing the loan, the pledged 
security on the loan, the repayment of the loan and the 
seizure of security and satisfaction of the loan, including 
all written correspondence; 

b. Describe in detail the purpose and 
substance of all non-written communications concerning, 
relating to, or referencing the loan, the pledged security on 
the loan, the repayment of the loan and the seizure of 
security and satisfaction of the loan. For each 
communication, separately state the date of the communication, 
the time of the communication, the location where the 
communication occurred, and identify each person involved in 
the communication and describe in detail their substantive 
participation in the communication; 

c. For each non-written communication, 
describe it in response to No. Z(b) above, identify and 
produce all documents concerning, relating to, or otherwise 
referencing each such communication, including but not limited 
to calendar entries, appointment books, telephone logs, 
meeting agendas, handwritten notations and transcripts of the 
communication. 

RESPONSE : 

Mr. Volcansek incorporates by reference the general 

objections set forth above. Subject to and without waiving 

those objections, Mr. Volcansek responds as follows: 

Responsive non-privileged documents will be 
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produced. Information sought in response to No. 2(b) is set 

forth in Mr. Volcansek's written testimony presented to the 

Senate Governmental Affairs Committee, a copy of which is 

attached to this Response as Exhibit A. 

3 .  Identify each person who provided any 
information used in the preparation of the responses to these 
question and for each person identified, describe for which 
question the information was used. 

RESPONSE : 

Mr. Volcansek incorporates by reference the general 

objections set forth above. Mr. Volcansek further objects to 

the request to "identify each person who provided any 

information used in the preparation of the responses to these 

question[sl I' because it is vague, ambiguous, and unduly 

burdensome. Subject to and without waiving those objections, 

Mr. Volcansek responds as follows: 

Mr. Volcansek assumes the inquiry seeks the identity 

of persons responsible for responding to the subpoena. These 

responses were prepared by Mr. Volcansek in consultation with 

counsel. 

. -  
Bobby R: Burchfield 
COVINGTON & BURLING 
1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
P.O. Box 7566 
Washington, D.C. 20044-7566 
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VERIPSCATTON 

I Frederick W. Voloansek, S f .  hex* declare under 

penalty of pexjuxy that the foregoing rseponsee are true and 

correct to the best of my knowlaige, information and belief.  

Frederick W. Valcansek, ' S r .  

i '  

L 

! 

D6-Sep-97 I 1  :24a) 
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Thursday, J ulv 24, 1997 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of this honorable 

Committee. 

Personal Backaround 

My name is Frederick W. Volcansek, Sr., and I reside 

with my wife at 10 Moss Bluff Court in The Woodlands, Texas. We 

have five children, four of whom are currently in college. I am 

employed as vice president for international development at 

Mosbacher Power Group in Houston, Texas. I also sene as 

president of Mosbacher Power Brasil Ltda. 

After graduating from college in 1967, I followed in 

the footsteps of my father, Brigadier General Max J. 

Volcansek Jr., by entering the United State Marine Corps. I was 

awarded the Bronze Star with "V'' for valor in combat in Vietnam, 

and held the rank of captain when I left the Corps in 1973. From 

1973 to 1978 I worked €or a manufacturing company, and from 1978 

through 1988, I was in private business in Utah. 

From December 1988 into early 1989, I worked for the 

Presidential Inaugural Committee. Beginning in March 1989 to 

September 1992, I held a variety of positions at the United 

States Department of Commerce, serving first as Director of 

External Affairs from March 1989 to September 1990; next as 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Basic Industries, Trade 

Development and International Trade Administration until June 
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1992; and from June 1992 to September 1992 as Acting Deputy Under 

Secretary for International Trade Administration. From late 1992 

until June 1996, I was head of a consulting firm that represented 

a number of multinational corporations in international business 

development. In June 1996, I joined Mosbacher Power Group. 

When I first learned that I might be called before this 

Committee, it was my understanding that the Committee was 

interested in investigating a loan obtained by the National 

Policy Forum from Signet Bank in October 1994. Of particular 

intesest to the Committee, I gathered, was the guarantee of that 

loan by a Florida corporation called Young Brothers 

Development (USA), and the participation in that loan transaction 

by Mr. Ambrous Tung Young, a well-known Hong Kong businessman. 

As was the case at my deposition before the Committee staff on 

Monday, July 21, I am fully prepared to answer the Committee's 

questions about that transaction to the best of my ability. 

MY Tenure at the Department of Commerce 

I recently learned of another topic that at least the 

minority counsel in this Committee might be interested in 

pursuing with me. While on a business trip to the Middle East 

last month, I became aware that the Department of Commerce had 

issued a worldwide bulietin requesting information about me from 

all locations where I had traveled during my duties with the 

Commerce Department. Upon returning from that trip, my counsel 

submitted a Freedom of Information Act request seeking 

information about the source of that inquiry. 
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To its credit, the Department of Commerce promptly 

processed my request, and revealed that Mr. Alan Baron, minority 

counsel to the Committee, faxed a letter to the Honorable 

William M. Daley, Secretary of Commerce, on May 27, 1997, asking 

the Secretary to "provide the Committee with all documents 

referring or relating to Mr. Volcansek, including all 

correspondence, recommendations, memoranda, travel and trade 

mission records." A copy of Mr. Baron's May 27, 1997, letter is 

attached to this statement, as is a copy of the Department's 

response dated June 27, 1997, from Mr. John F. Sopko, Chief 

Counsel for Special Matters, who I am informed recently left his 

position as Minority Chief Counsel for this Committee. 

(Exhibits A and B. ) 

Again to the credit of Secretary Daley and the 

Department, Mr. Baron's request was forwarded to the Office of 

General Counsel, and processed as a request under the Freedom of 

Information Act. In view of the well-known procedures for 

seeking information under FOIA, I am frankly baffled by 

Mr. Baron's decision to address his letter to the Secretary of 

Commerce, rather than to the Commerce official charged with 

complying with FOIA requests. I am further mystified by the 

minority counsel's inquiry, since his letter correctly states 

that I served in the Department "from 1989 to 1992," whereas 

Senate Resolution 39 authorizes this Committee to expend funds 

"for the sole purpose of conducting an imvestigation of illegal 

activities in connection with the 1996 Federal election 

campaigns." Clearly, my service in the Department of Commerce 
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had nothing to do with the 1996 election, and I believe it is far 

outside this Committee's mandate. 

My puzzlement was increased during my deposition on 

July 21, 1997, during which the minority counsel spent almost 

half an hour out of a three-hour session inquiring about how the 

Bush Commerce Department selected participants in trade missions, 

whether I allowed myself to be improperly influenced, and whether 

I had done anything unethical or improper during my tenure at the 

Department. 

Upon reflection, it appears that the minority staff may 

be interested in determining whether I, as Deputy Assistant 

Secretary of the Department of Commerce, was engaged in 

activities bearing any similarity to those of another more famous 

former Depilty Assistant Secretary of Commerce, John Huang. 

Of course, I know nothing about Mr. Huang's activities 

other than what I have read in the papers or heard on the nightly 

news. But I can assure this Committee absolutely, 

unconditionally, and without any qualification of the following 

facts : 

First., during my entire tenure at the Department of 

Commerce, I was fully aware of my obligations under the Hatch 

Act, and accordingly had no involvement in political activities, 

including the solicitation of funds for any political party, 

candidate, or committee. 

Second, although I was privy to confidential 

information in my various positions at the Department of 

Commerce, I safeguarded that information in every conceivable 
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way. At no time did I find it necessary to leave the Commerce 

building and go to the Willard Hotel or any other location to 

make or receive telephone calls, send or receive faxes, or send 

or receive mail. I can imagine no circumstance under which such 

activities would be necessary or proper by a person holding that 

posit ion. 

Third, during my three and a half years at the 

Department of Commerce, I was invited to the White House to meet 

with President Bush exactly zero times. In my experience, it was 

most unusual for deputy assistant secretaries to have occasion to 

visit the President. 

Finallv, I am aware of no instances in which 

participants in trade missions were selected because they had 

contributed money to the Republican Party or to President Bush's 

campaigns. To my knowledge, all trade missions were staffed on 

the basis of the economic and business qualifications of the 

applicants. 

Let me be very clear. To whatever degree the press 

accounts of Mr. Huang's activities while serving as Deputy 

Secretary of Commerce are true, I can assure the Committee from 

my personal knowledge and experience that everybody does not do 
it. 

MY Initial Involvement with the National Policv Forum 

Sometime during the spring of 1994, I was approached by 

representatives of the National Policy Forum with the request 

that I serve on the Forum's Policy Council on Competing in the 

Global Marketplace. I was informed that former U . S .  Trade 
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Representative Carla Hills and Oren L. Benton, Chairman and Chief 

Executive Officer of CONCORD would serve as co-chairs of this 

Policy Council. This invitation was confirmed in a letter from 

NPF President Michael E. Baroody on April 22, 1994, and I 

accepted the invitation by letter dated May 2, 1994, to 

Mr. Baroody. 

When I accepted the invitation to serve on the Forum's 

Policy Council, it was my understanding, and continues to be my 

understanding, that the National Policy Forum was a "think tank," 

dedicated to the analysis of public policy alternatives, and in 

particular to elicit the views of recognized experts and members 

of the public at large on critical issues facing the nation. In 

other words, I viewed the NPF then, and continue to view it, as 

an organization much like the Heritage Foundation, or the Cat0 

Institute, or the Center for Strategic and International Studies. 

I never understood the NPF to be engaged in electioneering, and 

to my knowledge it never ran any political advertisements, made 

any political contributions, endorsed any candidates, engaged in 

any get-out-the-vote or voter registration efforts, or did any of 

those things that we associate with political committees. 

Rather, to my knowledge the NPF did exactly what it 

told the public it would do. By newspaper accounts, I gather 

that the NPF held public forums around the country on a wide 

range of issues, from global competition, to entitlement reform, 

to education reform, and so forth. The policy council on which I 

served produced a "white paper" on competing in the global 

marketplace. A draft of that white paper was circulated to 

. .  

. .  
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members of the Competing in the Global Marketplace Policy Council 

on July 15, 1994, and was finalized after consideration of 

comments from council members sometime thereafter. I also 

participated in the organization of the Telecommunications 

Conference and the Environmental Conference. 

As a "think tank," NPF was run as a separate 

organization from the RNC. 

Chairman of both the Republican National Committee and of the 

National Policy Forum, the other governing officers were 

different. First Michael Baroody, and then John Bolton, served 

as President of the National Policy Forum. My dear friend Dan 

Denning served as Chief Operating Officer. I understood that NPF 

had a twelve-member Board of Directors to guide its work. 

Although Haley Barbour served as 

Nothing that I saw or heard led me to believe khat NPF 

was not a "think tank" or that, as some have alleged, it was 

merely a ruse to funnel illegal contributions to the RNC. 

At some point during the spring or summer of 1994, I 

was asked to aid the NPF in its fundraising efforts. At that 

point in time, I was told that the RNC had advanced well over 

$2 million to fund the operations of the NPF, and that some of 

those loans from the RNC to the NPF were now due. During a 

number of conversations with Dan Denning, some of which also 

involved Don Fierce, the Chief Strategist of the RNC and 

confidant of Haley Barbour, we decided to pursue the loan 

transaction that the Committee is investigating. 

As I recall, NPF had received donor commitments of over 

$1.5 million, but those commitments were slow in being fulfilled. 
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To allow NPF to pay its ongoing costs of operation as well as to 

repay part of the amounts it had received from the RNC, NPF had 

inquired about obtaining a loan from a bank. I was told that 

Signet Bank was willing to make the loan, but would do so only if 

collateral in the form of certificates of deposit were posted 

with the bank to cover the loan in the event NPF defaulted. 

Several years before, Richard Richards, whom I knew 

from political circles in Utah and through the Mormon Church here 

in the Washington, D.C., area, had introduced me in a social 

setting to Ambrous Young. Upon obtaining assurances from lawyers 

that a guarantee of the loan by Mr. Young's company would be 

perfectly legal and proper, I agreed to approach Mr. Richards' 

nephew and business associate, Steve Richards, about the 

possibility of obtaining a loan guarantee from Mr. Young's 

company. 

I learned from Steve Richards that Mr. Young was very 

interested in public discussi.on of United States policy toward 

China, and was already considering a major gift to a Washington- 

based think tank, I believe the Center for Strategic and 

International Studies. Since this was an issue the NPF might 

also be studying, Steve Richards was optimistic that Mr. Young 

would look favorably upon a request to place the guarantee. 

During the late spring and summer of 1994, I had a 

number of discussions with Steve Richards and my friend Richard 

Richards concerning the possibility of Young Brothers Development 

guaranteeing a loan from Signet to the NPF. These discussions 

led to a visit by Richard Richards and me to Hong Kong to discuss 
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this matter directly with Ambrous Young. During late August 

1994, I attended a dinner at Sam & Harry’s with Ambrous Young, 

his wife, Loren Young, Richard Richards, Steve Richards, Don 

Fierce, arid Haley Barbour. Mr. Young’s interest in United States 

policy toward China was discussed, as was the possibility of 

Young Brothers Development guaranteeing a loan to the NPF. A 

couple of weeks later, I learned that the United States 

subsidiary of Young Brothers Development, a Florida corporation 

called Young Brothers Development (USA) had agreed to post 

sufficient certificates of deposit to guarantee the loan. 

Once Young Brothers Development had agreed to guarantee 

the loan, my personal involvement in the transaction ended. I 

was aware that Signet loaned the NPF $2.1 million, based upon 

Young Brothers Development (USA) posting an equivalent dollar 

value of certificates of deposit with Signet. I also learned 

that NPF used about half a million dollars of the loan proceeds 

to pay its operating expenses, and used the remainder to repay 

part - -  but not nearly all - -  of its obligation to the RNC. I 

also know that the transaction was carefully reviewed by numerous 

extremely capable lawyers, who specifically focused on the 

question whether the loan guarantee violated any law or 

regulation. Specifically: 

0 Shea & Gardner, which I know to be a very 

reputable law firm here in Washington, D.C., 

represented Signet Bank in the loan transaction; 

0 Benton L. Becker, who served as 

Secretary/Treasurer/General Counsel to Young 
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Brothers Development (USA), and who had previously 

served as counsel to President Gerald Ford, 

represented Young Brothers Development (USA). As 

one of several conditions, in a letter addressing 

the guarantee, Mr. Becker required: "that prior 

to the loan transaction, the General Counsel for 

the NPF will provide a written opinion letter to 

the General Counsel of YBD (USA) Inc. concluding 

that YBD (USA)'s service as a loan guarantor for 

the NPF, as described herein, constitutes no 

violation of U.S. lawll; 

0 E. Mark Braden, Esq., a partner at Baker & 

Hostetler in Washington, D.C., and former Chief 

Counsel to the Republican National Committee, 

issued the required opinion letter on behalf of 

the NPF, concluding in part that "YBD (USA) Inc.'s 

participation in this loan transaction as a third 

party provider of collateral does not conflict 

with any provision of any federal election or 

campaign financing regulation.lI A copy of 

Mr. Braden's opinion letter is attached as 

Exhibit C; 

0 Because the RNC was a principal creditor of NPF, I 

also discussed the transaction with the RNC's 

General Counsel David Norcross, who considered it 

perfectly legal and appropriate. 
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In sum, numerous nationally prominent campaign finance 

lawyers reviewed this transaction and deemed it perfectly legal, 

ethical, and proper in all respects. This was a transaction 

conducted in the full light of day with the most extensive legal 

review I have ever seen for a transaction of comparable value. 

While I am no lawyer and cannot hold myself out as an expert on 

the intricacies of the federal campaign finance laws, I was 

absolutely convinced at the time and remain absolutely convinced 

today that this transaction was legal, ethical, and proper in 

every respect. 

Further Activities on Behalf of NPF 

I continued to assist the NPF in raising money during 

1995, and succeeded in raising several hundred thousand dollars 

from domestic sources. I understood, however, that NPF was 

having trouble raising sufficient money to support its ongoing 

operations and to repay the Signet loan. In mid-1995, I was 

asked to increase the time and effort I was spending in efforts 

to raise funds for NPF. In view of that greater commitment, for 

the first time I was offered compensation for these efforts. 

John Bolton, the President of NPF, and I entered an agreement 

that NPF would pay me $5,000 per month for six months to help NPF 

raise money. In the event I raised more than $1 million, I would 

be paid an additional amount. 

My efforts to raise money during mid- to late 1995 were 

focused on domestic individuals and corporations, which I 

understand are not of interest to the Committee. During that 

time I neither solicited nor raised any money from foreign 
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sources on behalf of NPF. I was not paid the final installment 

due me under my agreement with NPF, and I was at no time paid any 

bonus or commission by NPF. I should emphasize that none of 

these payments was related in any way to the loan guarantee by 

Young Brothers Development (USA) of the Signet loan to NPF. I 

neither asked for nor received any payment relatins to the loan 

guarantee. 

Later, as NPF continued to have difficulty making its 

payments on the Signet loan, I was asked to approach Mr. Young 

through Richard Richards and Benton Becker to determine if 

Mr. Young would consent to pay the outstanding balance of the 

loan, which was then about $1.5 million. I was informed that 

Young Brothers Development (USA) expected the NPF to pay the loan 

balance. When NPF was ultimately unable to do so, Signet 

foreclosed on Young Brothers Development (USA)'s collateral, and 

used those proceeds to pay the outstanding balance of the loan. 

Upon this foreclosure, I learned that Young Brothers 

Development (USA) and Mr. Young were quite disturbed. I was 

asked to negotiate a resolution to avoid the possibility of 

litigation among Young Brothers Development (USA), the NPF, and 

potentially the RNC, which Young Brothers Development (USA) 

believed should have stepped in to pay the loan. It was clear to 

me that the RNC had not guaranteed the loan, and if it had 

intended to guarantee the loan, the participation of Young 

Brothers Development (USA) would have been unnecessary. On the 

other hand, Young Brothers Development (USA) and Mr. Young 

himself were clearly upset that the bank had seized the 
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collateral, and very well might have pursued the matter into 

litigation. 

To avoid this outcome, I was involved in working out an 

arrangement by which the RNC would repay Young Brothers 

Development (USA) roughly half of the value of the seized 

collateral. This arrangement was concluded in early 1997. Since 

I had a role in persuading Young Brothers Development to post the 

collateral in the first place, I was personally disappointed to 

see all the parties to the transaction become so dissatisfied. 

One fact is crystal clear, however: When the loan was first 

made, t.t was not the intention of anyone that the certificates of 

deposit posted as collateral for the Signet loan to NPF would be 

forfeited to repay the loan. That was not my intention when I 

first raised the prospect of a guarantee with Steve Richards, 

Richard Richards, and Ambrous Young, nor did I understand it to 

be their intention. Indeed, I fully believe that, at the time 

Signet made its loan to NPF, NPF fully expected that it would and 

could repay the loan, principal and interest, in full. If I had 

believed otherwise, regardless of the legal aspects of the 

transaction, I would not have participated in it. 

Conclusion 

This Committee is charged with a solemn responsibility 

of investigating one of the most important aspects of the 

American political system - -  how campaigns are financed. I 

commend the Committee for its hard work and attention to this 

matter, and look forward to the Committee's final report and 

recommendations. 
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But I cannot leave today without emphasizing the 

following key points concerning the NPF loan transaction. 

First, from my first involvement with NPF until today, 

I believed that it was a "think tank," and not a political 

committee in any sense of the word. To my knowledge, NPF was 

never involved in any of the electioneering activities associated 

with political committees. 

Second, the loan transaction that the Committee is 

investigating was thoroughly reviewed by some of the best 

campaign finance lawyers in the country. Like everyone else 

involved in these transactions, I was committed to staying within 

the letter and intent of the law. I believed then and continue 

to believe now that the transaction complied with all standards 

of law and ethics. 

FinaLlv, any suggestion that NPF was used to l'funnellq 

or l1launderl1 foreign money into the RNC is inconsistent with the 

facts as I know them. By the time Signet made its $2.1 million 

loan to NPF, NPF already owed the RNC more than that. It would 

make no sense to set up an entity like NPF to launder foreign 

money to the RNC if the RNC got back less money from NPF than it 

put into it. 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before this 

Committee. 

Frederick W. Volcansek, Sr. 
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oollrteral recurity to thr arnk in 

obligationm, aurrrrnt do 1 ts and t o  trmporuily finanoo tho 

tho Bank'# normrl an 1 usual oommrraial praatica8 and tame. 

Orothere Ihvelapment 

that the Bank w i l l  a roe t o  loaft 6a.L milaion to NPF purmant to 

You have raquortae our review of whether thin rranmoetion 
conflict8 with certain United Ofrtrr lawr. Your concam r x l r r s  
out of the f rct  that  thm oxiatlng and currrntly due loan 
obligrtianr of NOF a20 to an organiratlcn whlcb ham an afZllirted 
politioal committ60 &I def $nod by the  Federal Election Campaign 
Act of a m l  am amndrd (tho Y A c t * ) .  

Thr Natlonal OolSOy Forum i a  orgadtad a0 a oorporbelon 
pUr8Uant to PXOVi8lOnr of the Dirtrlot of  Columbk Urn-Profit 
Corporation Aot .', Tho rrtiolrr of inoorporatlon rrrtriat i t a  
operation oxolumLv~ly for aoolil  welfare purporrr within the 
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meaning of smotion 501(C)  (I) of the Internal Ravenus Code, NPF 
demcribom it8@lf @m a broad bare inclusive organiaation dmBignm8. 
t o  .44go out to ths grrmsrootmii to listen t o  Amsricano about ieeues 
on their mind8 and develop a rearoh f o r  idear that work. 
purporem of thir lottar, we have boon aeeurod ( m d  Atwume it to 
be t a m )  that NPF mrkem no QOntribUtiOn8 or OXQbndj.tUr88 In 
oonnection with or to influmnoe any eleotion and aseured thmt NFF 
ir  opened to all Arnbriornm who have iderr  to o f f w  t o r  meeting 
tho challongee Americans face today in their individual liver, 
their farnilios, thelr communities and their work, 

The NPI w i l l  ume m portion of the Bank'l loan pcocesdr to 

For 

rspry i t a  presmntly outrtrnding lorn obli We hevs bren 
arrurad (and a8surnb At to br true) that t 
IPP o f  ruoh outrtandfng loan obligatlone 
polkioal committee a0 defined by t h e  Act. '  

Bmmed upon the facer and clrcumstrncar atatad in th lr  
letcert (a)  YLLD (uEA's), Inc. participation in chi0 loan 
tranraotion am a t h i r d  party provider o f  aollatsral dorl  not 
confliot with any provision of any federal election or Cmpai n 
an prov P mion ef NP?'~ bylrwr or rrricler of inaorporstionr and 
( S r  we are not aware of any frder@l or 8t4tb etatuta which would 
prohibit YBD WAI, xnc. from plabqing ier collateral to the 0ank 
am recurity Lor the rapayment ot the proporod loan by N W .  

finmain rrgulationr (1) the tranraction doem not conflict w 9 th 

E. Mark Braden 

EMB/b66 

dot Mr. ban Donning 

11 C . F . R .  5 100.5 (1994). 1 
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